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REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed on May 3, 2007, the Examiner has withdrawn the 
rejections of claims 1, 5, 9, 12, 14, 20, 24, 28, 31, 33, 39 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. §102. 
Similarly, the Examiner has withdrawn the rejections of claims 3, 4, 6 through 8, 10, 11, 
13, 15 through 19, 22, 23, 25 through 27, 29, 30, 32, 34 through 37, 40 through 42, 44, 45 
and 47 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 



In the same Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3 through 5, 9, 12, 
14, 20, 22 through 24, 28, 31, 33, 39, 44 through 46 and 48 through 50 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) in view of a first combination of prior art. The Examiner also rejected claims 6, 
8, 10, 13, 15 through 19, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34 through 37, 40 through 42 and 47 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of a second combination of prior art. Lastly, the Examiner 
has also rejected claims 7, 11, 26 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of a third 
combination of prior art. Based upon the above amendments and the following remarks, 
the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider the pending rejections. 



The Section 103 Rejections 



The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3 through 5, 9, 12, 14, 20, 22 through 24, 28, 
31, 33, 39, 44 through 46 and 48 through 50 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being allegedly 
obvious over the Crozier reference and the Zhang et al. reference. The Examiner has 
cited lines 18 through 33 in column 5 and line 62 in column 1 1 through line 8 in column 
12 for allegedly disclosing every element of independent claims 1, 20 and 39. The lines 
18 through 33 in column 5 of the Crozier reference disclose that the phone 103, schedule 
105, todo 107, data 109 and memo 111 are transferred from a handheld computer 101 to 
a desktop computer using the file transfer application HHCOMM 113. The COMMON 
RECORD STRUCTURES are generated and sent to the desktop via the inter-application 
communications or database manager facilities. The line 62 in column 1 1 through line 8 
in column 12 of the Crozier reference disclose the user interface which allows the user to 
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"accept the update to the field, ignore it or edit part or all of the incoming data in the 
record." Although the Examiner has conceded that the Crozier reference fails to disclose, 
teach or suggest the use of XML, he now cites the Zhang et al. reference for disclosing 
the use of XML. 

Newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 have been amended to remove 
the previously added subject matter limitations on the use of "XML." Thus, the currently 
pending section 103 rejection based upon the Zhang et al. reference has become 
irrelevant. 

Newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 now explicitly each recite "a 
first predetermined serialized common format." [emphasis added]. That is, the "first 
document" is placed in the common serialized format before transferring it firom "the first 
document management system" to "the second document management system." This 
claim amendment is supported by the original disclosure of the current application. In 
detail, the disclosure provides at lines 3 through 5 on page 7 that the "serialized document 
is generated in a predetermined common data format such as XML from various types of 
data formats that are unique to information terminals." 

In addition, independent claims 1, 20 and 39 also explicitly each recite "the first 
predetermined common serialized format including first document content and first 
property information." In other words, the common format includes not only the data, 
"first document content," but also the data information, "property information" to 
describe what the data means. 

As illustrated in Figures 2 and 3, the Crozier reference discloses the COMMON 
RECORD STRUCTURES which contain merely a series of the records without 
corresponding "property information" of the records . For this reason, the COMMON 
RECORD STRUCTURES require a separate Mapping Table as described at line 54, 
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colvunn 6 through Una 40, column 7. As quoted above, the independent claims each 
recite that the predetermined serialized format includes both the "document content" and 
the corresponding "property information" within "the first predetermined common 
serialized format. " The disclosure of the Crozier reference is limited to the conversion of 
a single file from a source machine to another single file at a destination machine via a 
mapping file that is not included in the original file format. Thus, the Crozier reference 
fails to teach, disclose or suggest the above described patentable features of the current 
invention as explicitly recited in newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39. This 
also leads to a reasonable conclusion that it would not have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the relevant art to provide the above patentable feature of the current 
invention. For these reasons, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that the 
rejections of independent claims 1, 20 and 39 should be withdrawn. 

For the rejections of the dependent claims, the Examiner also rejected claims 6, 8, 
10, 13, 15 through 19, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34 through 37, 40 through 42 and 47 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of the Crozier reference and the Zhang et al. reference and further 
in view of the Weisshaus et al. reference. Similarly, the Examiner has also rejected 
claims 7, 1 1, 26 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) in view of the Crozier reference and the 
Zhang et al. reference and further in view of the Hermit Hacker reference. 

As discussed above, with respect to the arguments for the patentability of 
independent claims 1, 20 and 39, the Applicants have elucidated the inventive subject 
matter limitations. Dependent claims 3 through 19, 22 through 38, 40 through 42 and 44 
through 50 ultimately depend from independent claim 1, 20 or 39 and incorporate the 
above discussed patentable features as explicitly recited in independent claims 1, 20 and 
39. 

The additionally cited prior art references, Wisshaus et al. and Hermit Hacker also 
fail to teach, disclose or suggest the above described patentable features of the current 
invention as explicitly recited in newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39. 
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The Wisshaus et al. reference discloses an archive system called "tar." The tar 
system generates an archive that includes a specified collection of individual files called 
members. For example, the generated archive can be later manipulated so that only a 
certain members of the contained files is extracted or a new file member is added without 
destroying the originally archived data as the Examiner has pointed. However, the 
Wisshaus et al. reference fails to disclose, teach or suggest "the first predetermined 
common serialized format including first docxmient content and first property 
information" as explicitly recited in independent claims 1, 20 and 39. 

The Hacker reference discloses a first document management system and a 
second docimient management system, both of which are a database manager. However, 
the Hacker reference also fails to disclose, teach or suggest "the first predetermined 
common serialized format including first document content and first property 
information" as explicitly recited in independent claims 1, 20 and 39. 

Based upon the above reasons, even if the additionally cited references are 
combined, the combined disclosures still fail to disclose, teach or suggest the patentably 
distinct features as explicitly recited in independent claims 1, 20 and 39. Thus, the 
rejections of the dependent claims should be also improper. 

Therefore, the Applicant respectfully submit to the Examiner that the pending 
rejections under 35 U.S. C. §103 should be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 



In view of the above remarks and attachments, the Applicants respectfully 
submits that all of the pending claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully 
request a favorable Office Action so indicating. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/KEN I. YOSHIDA/ 

Date: September 4, 2007 Ken I. Yoshida, Esq. 

Reg. No. 37,009 

KNOBLE YOSHIDA & DUNLEAVY LLC 

Customer No. 21302 

Eight Penn Center, Suite 1350 

1628 John F. Kennedy Boulevard 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Telephone: (215) 599-0600 

Facsimile: (2 15) 599-0601 
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